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Applicant's amendment of 7/8/05 has been entered. Currently claims 1-18 
are pending. The examiner will address applicant's arguments at the end of this 
office action. 

1 . Claim 1 and 4 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

For claim 1 , there does not appear to be any antecedent basis for the term 
"central computer" but the examiner is fairly certain this is the same as the 
central computer system (so the claim is not considered indefinite). Applicant 
has amended the recitation of "central computer" to now be "central computer 
system"; however, future recitations of this limitation were not amended 
accordingly. Applicant is requested to keep the terminology consistent in the 
claims and if you call it a central computer system it must be referred to as a 
system later on. Correction is required. 

For claim 4, the portion of the claim that reads "and a serial a number" 
needs to be corrected to read "and a serial number". Approphate correction is 
required. 

2. The amendment filed 7/8/05 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) 
because It introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states 
that no amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the 
invention. The added material which is not supported by the original disclosure is 
as follows: 

For claim 5, applicant has claimed "further wherein: said collector is 
provided with a certificate of authenticity bearing..,". The specification as 
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originally filed does not provide support for there being two certificates of 
authenticity as claimed. . The first certificate is the one recited in claim 1 that is 
signed by the collector and the second certificate is the one recited in claim 5 as 
being further provided to the collector. The scope of claim 5 has two certificates 
of authenticity, which is new matter because the specification as originally filed 
failed to disclose two. 

For claim 10, the examiner has referred to the instant specification and 
cannot find any reference to "a set of user interfaces". The specification as 
originally filed fails to provide support for this limitation and it is not clear what the 
user interfaces actually are. The limitation of there being a set of user interfaces 
is considered to be new matter. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office 

Action. 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying 
out his invention. 

4. Claims 5,6,10-18, are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the 
time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
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For claim 5, applicant has claimed "further wherein: said collector is 
provided with a certificate of authenticity bearing...". The specification as 
originally filed does not provide support for there being two certificates of 
authenticity as claimed. The first certificate is the one recited in claim 1 , that is 
signed by the collector, and the second certificate is the one recited in claim 5 as 
being further provided to the collector. The scope of claim 5 has two certificates 
of authenticity, which is new matter because the specification as originally filed 
failed to disclosei two. 

For claim 10, the examiner has referred to the instant specification and 
cannot find any reference to "a set of user interfaces". The specification as 
originally filed fails to provide support for this limitation and it is not clear what the 
user interfaces actually are. The limitation of there being a set of user interfaces 
is considered to be new matter. 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 6,9,10-18, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

' For claim 6, there is no antecedent basis for "said serial number". No 
serial number has previously been claimed in claim 5 or claim 1 , so it is not clear 
as to what this refers to. The examiner has interpreted the claim to be newly 
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reciting that a serial number is assigned to the collectible; however, correction is 
still required. 

For claim 9, applicant has more than one recitation that is directed to a 
range in a range, which is indefinite. The limitation of "any limited edition 
information available" is a broad range of information, where the limitations of 
"such as the sequence... and the total number in the limited edition" are the 
narrow range of information. It is not clear whether or not the claim will be 
satisfied by any limited edition information or if the claim requires the limited 
edition information to be "the sequence" and the "total number in the limited 
edition". 

For claim 10, the examiner takes notice that the claim scope does not 
appear to require the collector to actually send any information in response to the 
request for information. It is not clear to the examiner what the scope of this 
claim is. If no information is being provided or actually sent by the collector, then 
there is no certificate of authenticity to be created, so does the absence of a 
sending information step by the collector mean that the claim scope is broad 
enough to simply include providing user interfaces and requesting two types of 
information with nothing further happening? If no information is received then no 
certificate of authenticity would be generated. The examiner feels that this claim 
is lacking in an essential step, which is the sending of information by the 
collector; otherwise, no certificate is being generated. Because of the manner in 
which the claim is drafted, the scope cannot be ascertained and the claim is 
considered indefinite. Additionally, with respect to claim 10, what is meant by "a 
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set of user interfaces"? The specification does not discuss any interfaces at all 
and the examiner has no idea what is meant by "a set of user interfaces". What 
are they? An interface is a broad term and because it is not found in the 
specification as originally filed, the examiner does not know what the scope of 
this term is. Claim 10 is indefinite. 

For claim 16, what is meant by "similar to the way"? One wishing to avoid 
infringement would not know what is considered to be "similar" and what is not. It 
is not clear as to what the method of reregistering is made up of because it is not 
known what "similar" means. The scope of this claim is unclear. 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

8. Claims 10,15-18, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by DiCesare et al. (5971435). 

For claims 10,15,18, DiCesare inherently discloses that an originating 
computer is used to send information (collector and collectible information) to a 
central computer. For the information about the signing to be transmitted 
electronically to the computer database (central computer), an originating 
computer of some kind is inherently required to send the information. The 
information is stored as claimed at the central computer. A computer inherently 
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has a set of user interfaces as claimed, which can be interpreted to be a 
keyboard and/or a mouse and/or a display of a computer, all of which are user 
interfaces. DiCesare discloses that information is to be sent to a central 
computer so that the information can be stored for future use. The collector is 
requested the claimed information in DiCesare, in person and by the central 
computer. The claimed generation of a certificate of authenticity is considered to 
be the providing of the voucher of DiCesare to the collector. The voucher is a 
certificate of authenticity and is generated based on the information provided by 
the collector at the signing event. The voucher contains the signature of the 
collector as claimed and has a guarantee in writing as claimed. See figure 2. 

For claims 16,17, a new owner is allowed to register the collectible in a 
manner that is similar to the method that the previous owner went through. Once 
a new owner registers the change of ownership with the central computer, the 
new information is added as claimed. 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-9,10-14, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over DiCesare et al. (5971435). 
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For claims 1 ,9,12, DiCesare discloses a method and system for verifying 
the authenticity of an autograph on a collectible item. It is disclosed that the 
collector personally witnesses the signing of the item as claimed. The step of 
connecting an originating computer to a central computer via an online 
communication system is disclosed in column 4, lines 35-38. For the information 
about the signing to be transmitted electronically to the computer database 
(central computer), an originating computer of some kind is inherently required to 
send the information. The information about the collector and collectible are 
provide solely by the collector as claimed because the collector is the one who 
would provide their name and address and also are the one who decides what 
the collectible item is that is to be signed. Because the collector is the one who 
brings and decides what the autographed item is to be signed, they are providing 
the information about the collectible as claimed. DiCesare discloses the storing 
of information as claimed on the central computer. DiCesare discloses the 
providing of information to the central computer and storing of information as 
claimed, DiCesare discloses a certificate of authenticity, which the examiner 
considers to be the voucher 3. The voucher 3 is a certificate of authenticity. 

DiCesare does not disclose that the witness signs a statement that 
declares under penalty of perjury that the information about the collectible item is 
correct. 

With respect to having the witness sign a statement under the penalty of 
perjury, the examiner notes that DiCesare already requires the witness to sign 
the voucher, but nothing is disclosed about the penalty of perjury limitation. It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have the witness sign the voucher just like an affidavit, 
under the penalty of perjury. It is old and well known in the art that when a 
person needs to make a sworn statement or attest to particular facts in a more 
official and legally binding manner, one can sign an affidavit or declaration under 
the penalty of perjury. This way the signing of the witness on the voucher has on 
a more trustworthy and convincing affect. Having the witness sign a statement 
under the penalty of perjury is nothing new and is considered obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

For claim 2, DiCesare discloses that users are allowed access to 
information on a collectible as claimed. 

For claims 3,7, DiCesare allows what is claimed (transfer of ownership as 
claimed). The new information about the new owner can be stored by the central 
computer as claimed. 

For claims 4,6,14, DiCesare discloses that a unique code number 16 is 
provided for the collectible at the central computer. This happens after the 
information has been sent to the central computer and satisfies what is claimed. 
With respect to the providing of a user number, this is not expressly disclosed by 
DiCesare. The examiner interprets the "user number"' to be the same as an 
account identifier for the collector, such as an account number. The use of 
account numbers for purposes of identifying a particular person's account is old 
and well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to give the collector an account 
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number as claimed so that there is an easy way to access and identify the 
collector's account. 

For claims 5,1 1 , DiCesare does not disclose that the certificate of 
authenticity (the voucher) has a hologram with a bar code as claimed, where the 
collectible item also has the same hologram. DiCesare already recognizes that 
the voucher and signed item are to have an identifier that is the same so as to 
link the two together. DiCesare discloses that in 1997 Sports Collectors Digest 
authenticated signed items by using holograms. See column 1 , lines 66-column 
2, line 5. Also see column 3, lines 34-40 where it is disclosed that the certificate 
of authenticity may have a hologram. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the identifier of 
DiCesare that is on the voucher and on the signed item to be a hologram as is 
known in the art for as a good form of authentication. With respect to the bar 
code, it would have been obvious to have a bar code on the voucher and signed 
item for an additional way to authenticate the signed item. This limitation is 
interpreted to simply be a 2"^ identifier on the item and voucher and is considered 
obvious. 

For claim 8, if and when an owner of a collectible transfers ownership of 
the collectible to a new owner, it is disclosed that the backside of the certificate of 
ownership is filled out and given to the new owner. This can be seen in figure 
3b. The new owner takes possession of the certificate of ownership from the 
prior owner and this satisfies what is claimed. When the original owner transfers 
ownership to a subsequent owner, the subsequent owner will have the original 
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certificate of authenticity that shows the history of the collectible (figure 3a) as 
well as the chain of ownership (as shown in figure 3b). 

For claims 10,13, DiCesare discloses a method of authenticating a signed 
collectible as claimed. The collector provides information about themselves and 
a collectible item as claimed. The information is sent to a central computer by an 
originating computer (that is inherent) and based on the provided information a 
certificate of authenticity (figs 3a and 3b) is generated. The computer inherently 
has a user interface such as a keyboard and/or a mouse and/or a display of a 
computer, all of which are user interfaces. The certificate of authenticity is 
provided only after the collector provides the required information and completes 
the data transmission by computer. Completion of a "customer inquiry screen" is 
inherent in DiCesare because you cannot send data to the central computer 
without having to fill out something to cause the data to be sent. The term 
"customer inquiry screen" is very broad and does not mean any specific kind of 
screen. Not disclosed is that questions are asked of the collector as claimed and 
that the certificate of authenticity contains a guarantee in writing and the 
signature of the collector as claimed. With respect to the asking of a series of 
questions , it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to ask the collector questions such as what kind of 
article did you bring to be signed and who is going to be signing it today. 
DiCesare discloses that the collector is to provide information about themselves 
and the collectible so the most obvious way to ensure the proper collection of the 
required information would be to ask questions as claimed. With respect to 
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having the certificate of authenticity contain a guarantee and a signature of the 
collector the examiner notes that the voucher of DiCesare contains a guarantee 
and a signature of the collector that attests to the fact that the information is 
correct. DiCesare already recognizes the usefulness of having a guarantee in 
writing and the signature of the collector, just not on the certificate of authenticity 
as claimed. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the certificate of authenticity (fig 3a) with 
a written guarantee and a signature of the collector, just as the voucher does, to 
add to the level of confidence one would have in the authentication of the article. 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed 7/8/05 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant has argued that the prior art does not disclose a 
situation where company representative is not needed and that the collector can 
generate the signature without the representative. In response the examiner 
notes that the claims do not exclude a company representative from being 
present as has been argued. The argument is not commensurate with the scope 
of the claims. This is the only argument presented as far as the examiner can tell 
and because it is not persuasive, the rejection will be maintained. 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Dennis Ruhl whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6808. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, John Weiss can be reached on 571-272-6812. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 




